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FOREWORD

East Asia, the locus of America’s last three military conflicts, has experienced
dynarnic economic growth and startling poiitical change in the past decade. The
transformation of U.S. relations with the People’s Republic of China from con-
frontation to normalization, and Japan’s emergence as an economic superstate now
giving consideration to possible changes in its security posture, are but two of the
most dramatic developments of the 1970s in this vital region. And yet, during this
period, America’s attention turned elsewhere. Unburdened of Vietnam, U.S. na-
tional security policymakers focused on other international concerns: political in-
stability and arms balances in the Middle East; the modernization of NATO’s
defenses; changes in the U.S.-Soviet strategic relationship; and problems in devel-
oping areas such as Africa.

This shift of emphasis and attention, reinforced by the U.S. decision to with-
draw its ground forces from the Republic of Korea, generated concern and confu-
sion among America’s Asian allies and friends. Was the United States relinquishing
its security role in East Asia? Had a new period of American isolationism begun?
Or was the United States just readjusting its priorities back to a traditional
“Europe first” orientation?

Such questions had hardly been expressed before a series of developments
served to refocus U.S., and world, attention on Asia. An increasingly large U.S.
trade deficit with Japan generated political tensions so acute as to threaten the
future of the relationship which has been central to America’s involvement in the
region since World War II. And in late 1978 fighting broke out again in Indochina,
first between two recently allied communist states, Vietnam and Kampuchea (Cam-
bodia), and not long thereafter between China and Vietnam. The Soviet Union
involved itself in these conflicts, initially by establishing formal economic and
treaty ties with Hanoi, and then by providing materiel, logistic, and intelligence
support to Vietnamese forces operating on two fronts against the Khmer and the
Chinese. In early 1979 the prospect of new Sino-Soviet military tensions, if not open
conflict, appeared to be heightened as each of the communist powers sought ways
of supporting its regional ally.

These events were followed by a summit meeting of European, American, and
Japanese leaders in Tokyo in the summer of 1979 to address economic, issues, the
problem of Indochinese refugees, and the implications of a reconsideration of the
decision to withdraw U.S. ground forces from Korea. American officials sought to
reaffirm their intention to sustain the U.S. role in Asian affairs, although they did
not fully define the future direction of American policy toward the region.

It was amidst these troublesome developments.and ambiguities about U.S.
intentions toward East Asia that Rand convened a conference of more than fifty
senior government officials and analysts. They came from most of the important
non-communist countries of East Asia as well as from points within the United
States to assess the political, economic, and military trends that are likely to affect
the region’s security in the 1960s. The conference was designed to stimulate a
dialogue that would clarify U.S. policy alternatives. With the support of the Office
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense and The Rand Corporation itself, a dozen
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papers were commissioned to serve as the basis for three days of discussion which
took place in Santa Monica in mid-January 1979.

This volume contains the conference papers, which have been edited and updat-
ed in response to subsequent developments, and a summary of the discussions.
Together, they present an unusually diverse and rich exchange of views. They
bring into focus both Asian and American perspectives on the forces affecting
security along the rim of the Western Pacific. An initial, overview chapter, pre-
pared with the benefit of the conference papers and discussions, describes U.S.
policy choices toward the region.

We expect these materials to prove useful in at least three ways: by contribut-
ing to a better understanding of the issues that will shape the near-term security
of East Asia; by aiding in the assessment of specific policies that the United States
and its allies might pursue; and by serving as a basis for rethinking U.S. military
force postures for the Pacific theater.

Donald B. Rice

President
The Rand Corporation
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Chapter 1

AMERICAN DEFENSE PLANNING AND ASIAN SECURITY:
POLICY CHOICES FOR A TIME OF TRANSITION

Richard H. Solomon'

ASIAN COLLECTIVE SECURITY, ANTI-HEGEMONY, OR DETENTE?

For more than a decade, the premises underlying America’s post-World War I1
involvement in Asian security affairs have been going through a fundamental
transformation. The central element in these changes has been the breakdown of
the Sino-Soviet alliance and its evolution since the late 1960s into a military con-
frontation and worldwide geopolitical rivalry.

The Nixon Administration’s establishment of a dialogue with Chinese leaders
in 1971 symbolically shattered the communist-capitalist lines of conflict in Asia that
dated from the Korean War period and established a new political context for an
effort to disengage the United States from the Vietnam conflict. The Carter Ad-
ministration’s completion of the process of normalizing relations with the People’s
Republic of ,China (PRC), in combination with Tokyo's signing of a Sino-Japanese
friendship treaty and China’s turn to Japan and the West for development capital
and technology, capped a decade »f dramatic changes with the potential for a
fundamentally new pattern of internationa) alignments in the political, economic,
and security affairs of Asia.

These transformations in relations among the major powers were paralleled by
no less startling changes in the Asian region itself. History’s irony has been most
evident in the rapid deterioration of China’s relations with Vietnam. What in the
early 1970s had been an alliance “as close as lips to teeth” is now a bitter military
confrontation, a situation punctuated by the thirty-day Sino-Vietnamese border
war in the early winter of 1979. The security implications of the new Chinese-
American relationship were highlighted by PRC Vice-Premier Deng Xiaoping’s
(Teng Hsiao-p’ing’s) triumphal normalization visit to Washington in January 1979,
just prior to the Sino-Vietnamese military clash—a timing which stimulated ques-
tions about U.S. support for Beijing’s (Peking’s) action and concerns about the
possibility of a Sino-Soviet war and its impact on U.S.-Soviet relations.

Less spectacular changes now confront the United States and its Asian allies
and friends with major new choices of security strategy and political alignment.
These include rapid economic growth in Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong,
and Singapore of more than 7 percent per year for most of the 1970s, and the quiet
training of generations of scientific and managerial talent that have made East Asia
the most rapidly developing region of the world. States formerly dependent on

! Richard H. Solomon is director of The Rand Corporation’s research program on International
Security Policy, and head of the Social Science Department. From 1971 to 1976 he served on the staff
of the National Security Council, having previously been a professor of Political Science at the Univer-
sity of Michigan.
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American protection for their security are gradually acquiring the resources to
} play a substantial role in managing their own defenses.
| > American awareness of many of these changes was dimmed during the decade i
. of the Vietnam War. With the end of the conflict in the mid-1970s, U.S. interests !
| in the region seemed well-served by a period of inactivity. Policymakers and the
public turned their attention to other concerns—domestic inflation, energy and i
international monetary problems, adverse trends in the strategic military balance
» and NATO-Warsaw Pact deployments, SALT II, and the Middle East negotiations. i
These issues had been overshadowed by the divisive and draining Indochina con- S

flict and required attention after a period of neglect. Yet in only three or four years
we have come to see new sources of insecurity and conflict in Asia: a growing Soviet :
naval presence in the Pacific and Indian Oceans; extension of the Moscow-Beijing '
feud to ravaged Indochina; heightened prospects for nuclear proliferation in poten-
tially volatile areas such as Korea; and the possibility of conflicts over offshore
natural resources that run from the fishing grounds off Sakhalin Island to the
oilrich sea floor of the South China Sea.

The most disturbing aspect of these developments is the prospect they hold for
once again involving Asia in the disputes of the great powers. The trend most likely
to shape the pattern of Asian security issues in the 1980s is the further extension
of the Sino-Soviet conflict into the affairs of the region. Moscow doggedly attempts
to build an “Asian collective security” coalition which will give the USSR access
to the area and constrain Chinese, and American, power. Its efforts are reinforced
by growing Soviet naval and air deployments to the Asian theater and the opportu-
nistic establishment of bilateral political ties and security treaties—most recently
with South Yemen, Afghanistan, and Vietnam—in order to create a regional base
structure. The Chinese, in response, are making parallel efforts to construct a
countercoalition of states allied on the theme of “anti-hegemony,” opposed to the
further extension of Soviet influence into Asia.

The basic choice in America’s security planning for Asia in the 1980s is how to
relate to these opposing strategies of the major communist states: Should we join
with the Chinese in a global effort to constrain the Soviet Union’s imperialistic
impulses, and in the process risk polarizing the affairs of Asia around the Sino- -
Soviet dispute; or should we remain aloof from the Moscow-Beijing feud and seek
to account for American interests and the security of our allies—the Republic of
Korea (ROK), Japan, the Philippines, and the ANZUS countries®>—through the
strengthening of a “loose Oceanic alliance” of friendly and like-minded states?® The
alternative chosen will influence many of the specific policy choices that will give
shape to America’s role in Asia in the coming decade.

At the same time, a clear choice in a regional security strategy will not be ours
alone to make. The concerns of our allies will influence many decisions. Difficult
choices involving the risk of conflict may be forced upon us by the initiatives of
others; and alternatives may be foreclosed by events beyond our control. But in an
era of rapid political and economic change, and as yet relatively unstructured
responses by the United States and other powers involved, it is important to clarify
the major trends affecting Asian security, the policy alternatives that are likely to

* Australia and New Zealand.
? Sec the analysis by Noel Gayler, pp. 54, 60, and 67 below.




come before us, and the impact on American and allied interests of different courses
of action.

The closest thing to an organizing theme in U.S. Asian policy in recent years
has been a derivative of Washington’s Soviet-oriented policy of détente: the at-
tempt to normalize relations with former adversaries such as China and Vietnam.
At the same time, there has been an uncertainty and lack of coherence to specific
American actions which stands in marked contrast to Moscow’s persistent, if not
highly successful, efforts to contain the expansion of Chinese influence, and Bei-
jing’s attempt to engage the United States, Japan, and the NATO countries in a new
security alignment designed to counter Soviet “social-imperialism.” This reflects a
shattering of the policy consensus which had existed in the United States from the
Korean War into the 1960s on the need to contain and isolate expansionist Asian
communist states allied to the Soviet Union—a major result of our Vietnam agony
and the disintegration of the Moscow-Beijing alliance.

Efforts to reestablish a sense of policy direction were part of the process of
disengagement from Vietnam. The Nixon Administration’s “Guam Doctrine” of
1969 asserted the premise that “the way we could become involved (in another
Asian war] would be to attempt withdrawal [from the region] because, whether we
like it or not, geography makes us an Asian power.”* President Ford’s “Pacific
Doctrine” of 1975 sought to reformulate an Asian policy based on “a balance among
the major powers, strong ties to our allies in the region, an easing of tensions
between adversaries, the self-reliance and regional solidarity of smaller nations,
and expanding economic ties and cultural exchanges.”™

Conceptualizing and gaining public support for an appropriate set of political,
economic, and military policies that would give form to these general assertions,
however, has proven to be a difficult task. Despite official pronouncements that
“our nation has recovered its self-confidence at home, and we have not abandoned
our interest in Asia,”® the region has taken third or fourth place in a set of Ameri-
can foreign policy priorities now focused on European security issues, the strategic
balance, and the Middle East. There is a profound division of opinion among Ameri-
can leaders about how to deal with the global Soviet challenge and about the place
of China in a national security strategy. There is also a feeling among many U.S.
officials that American interests, for the moment at least, are relatively well served
by conditions in Asia. And although there is ample evidence that the United States
remains actively engaged in the political, economic, and security affairs of the
region,” recent U.S. policy initiatives suggest uncertainty of purpose and a desire
to limit American involvement in Asian affairs.

* Richard M. Nixon, "Informal Remarks in Guam with Newsmen™ (July 25, 1969), in Public Papers
of the Presidents of the United States: Richard Nixon, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington,
D.C., 1971, p. 546.

® “President Ford's Pacific Doctrine,” Department of State News Release, Washington, D.C., Decem-
ber 7, 1975, p. 3.

® Secretary of State Cyrus Vance, “United States and Asia,” Department of State News Release,
Washington, D.C., June 298, 1977, p. 1.

? Senior U.S. officials have repeatedly asserted in recent years the view that the current situation
in Asia is favorable to the interests of the United States and its allies, that America intends to remain
an Asian power, and that the United States is strengthening its military presence in the area at a level
appropriate to the requirements of regional stability. See, for example, the speech by Secretary of
Defense Harold Brown on American defense policy delivered to the Los Angeles World Affairs Council,
February 20, 1978, Los Angeles Times, February 21, 1978; Keyes Beech, "Mondale Says U.S. Determined
to Stay a Pacific Power, Cites 7th Fleet Buildup,” Los Angeles Times. September 3, 1979; Richard
Holbrooke, “East Asia Today and in the Decades Ahead.,” speech delivered to the Women's National
Democratic Club, November 27, 1978.




As a number of the contributors to this volume point out, there is a widespread
concern in Asia that the United States cannot be de sended upon to meet its regional
» security commitments.® This reflects an assumption that the lingering influence of
the Vietnam War experience, reinforced by a shifting Soviet-American power bal-
ance, continues to immobilize political support in the United States for an activist
foreign policy. This perception is also the result of a series of recent American
actions that have created confusion or uncertainty about our Asian security policy.
1 Most important of these has been the unilateral announcement in 1977 that all U.S.
'y ground troops would be withdrawn from the ROK, and the subsequent reversal of
S this decision in the spring of 1979 as a result of Congressional pressures and new
! intelligence information about North Korean troop strength.
: There also has been uncertainty about American intentions toward China. The
delay of some years in completing the process of normalizing U.S.-PRC relations
suggested to some Asians an inability on the part of the United States to accomplish
what most states of the region had already achieved. More recently, a concern has
arisen that the development of U.S.-PRC security cooperation on the theme of
anti-hegemony will either provoke the Soviet Union or take precedence over Amer-
ica’s traditional alliance relationships in Asia. There are also worries that the
economic tensions in Japanese-American relations will become so acute as to alien-
ate the Japanese and impel them in the direction of a more independent and
nationalistic foreign policy. J
An effective American Asian security policy for the 1980s—one which will gain
domestic political support and the confidence of our allies—will require greater
clarity regarding four issue areas: First, a clear U.S. strategy for dealing with the
global Soviet challenge, and greater consensus on the issue of how to relate to China
in the “triangular” context of Sino-Soviet relations and the Sino-Soviet dispute.
Second, an assessment of regional trends that will affect Asian security in the
coming decade. Third, evaluation of American and allied military requirements, as
well as economic and political policies, for responding to both global and regional
security threats. And fourth, an awareness of the concerns and interests of friendly
and allied states in Asia as they will affect American policy choices. .
This volume is designed to contribute to a clarification of American policy
alternatives regarding Asian security for the coming decade, primarily by assessing i
the major political, economic, and military trends in the region. As a basis for the
series of analytical chapters that follow this introduction, the subsequent discussion
seeks to identify the qualities of what will be a time of transition for Asia. By
evaluating the major factors that will influence regional security, we can then
define the policy choices that the United States and its allies will face as they try
to shape a coherent set of political, economic, and defense programs designed to
enhance their security and realize other interests in the region.
A Shifting U.S.-Soviet Military Balance. For most of the three decades
following World War II, American policy planners saw Asian issues in the context ,
of U.S. strategic military superiority over our primary Cold War adversary, the [ i
Soviet Union. They could take some comfort from the knowledge that the United l
States enjoyed a position of predominance in nuclear and naval forces in Asia.
Moreover, the Soviet-American competition was seen by those planners to be cen-
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tered predominantly in Europe. At the time of the Korean and Vietnam Wars, for
example, a major concern was that deep American involvement in conventional
military conflicts in Asia would draw U.S. defense capabilities and attention from
Europe, where the Soviets had the capabilities and incentives to challenge the
United States directly. For this reason, consideration was given to ways of rapidly
disengaging U.S. forces from combat in order to be able to respond to possible
Soviet challenges in the NATO theater. (Such a disengagement, however, was
never effectively implemented.)

The coming decade will require an entirely different set of assumptions about
the Soviet-American military balance in both strategic and regional forces, and of
the place of Asia in the global U.S.-Soviet rivalry. Many experts believe that for at
least several years in the early 1980s America’s Minuteman strategic missiles will
be vulnerable to a Soviet first strike. This factor, in combination with Moscow’s
conventional military preponderance in Europe and an active Soviet civil defense
program, compromises the assumption that Soviet leaders seek only “strategic
parity” or “equal security.” Such military trends, if unchallenged, may make the
United States more cautious in situations where American and Soviet interests
clash.

At the same time, this shift in the pattern of “superpower” military capabilities
is likely to make the Soviets more assertive. Recent direct and proxy Soviet inter-
ventions in the Third World—-from Africa and the Middle East to Indochina—have
occurred in circumstances less favorable to the USSR than those Soviet leaders
may enjoy in the 1980s.

The Soviet Union’s ability to project military force into Asia at all levels of
conflict is alsc growing. The recent deployment to the Soviet Far East of Backfire
bombers and SS-20 intermediate-range mobile nuclear missiles is transforming the
theater nuclear balance. Soviet ground forces numbering more than 45 divisions,
deployed primarily along the Sino-Soviet frontier, are now being supplemented by
paratroop and amphibious units in the Maritime Provinces and on offshore islands.
These units give Moscow new capabilities for intervention in Japan and Korea, as
well as in China.®? Strengthened Soviet long-range aviation!® and naval assets in
Asia are gradually expanding Moscow’s ability to project power, to go beyond the
missions of threatening the security of U.S. bases in Asia, the Seventh Fleet, and
America’s ballistic missile submarines. As several contributors to this volume ob-
serve, there is growing concern among Asian leaders that the Soviet Union is now
creating a capability to threaten the security of the sea lanes and to intervene in
support of friendly states and proxy forces—as Moscow has done recently with
Vietnam in its conflict with Kampuchea (Cambodia) and China.

The degree of caution, or assertiveness, that these new military circumstances
will induce cannot be predicted—in part because the United States has the ability
to remedy some of the presently unfavorable military trends. Moscow’s past behav-
ior, however, suggests greater efforts in the future to project the influence of the
USSR unless Soviet power is checked by some countervailing capability. There may
also be an inclination on the part of regional states to accommodate their policies

* See Russell Spurr, "The Soviet Threat: Ominous Implications of Red Power Plays,” Far Eastern
Economic Review, June 23, 1978, pp. 73-76; and William Chapman, "Japan Reports Soviet Buildup on
Disputed Island,” Washington Post, September 27, 1979.

1° With cepabilities for intelligence collection, anti-shipping operations, and transport.




to the growing Soviet military presence if it is not countered by the United States
or some coalition of countries.

Interdependence in Security Affairs. “Interdependence” entered the
American vocabulary of international affairs in the 1970s, largely as a result of the
oil crisis and economic problems in relations with allies such as Japan. This perspec-
tive is likely to gain enhanced significance in the coming decade. As noted above,
the shifting power balance between the United States and the Soviet Union is likely
to impel greater efforts at coalition-building to compensate for the limited security
capabilities of any given country. Indeed, it was such a consideration that led
self-reliant China to pursue its opening to the United States, Japan, and Western
Europe after the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 and border clashes
along the Sino-Soviet frontier the following year. As Mao Zedong (Mao Tse-tung)
rhetorically inquired of Henry Kissinger, “If neither side [the U.S. or China] had
anything to ask from the other, why would you be coming to Peking? If neither side
had anything to ask, then why ... would we want to receive you and the Presi-
dent?"!!

Soviet efforts to isolate China largely backfired, as Beijing succeeded during the
1970s in broadening its international contacts and establishing normal relations
with Tokyo, Washington, and the capitals of Western Europe. To date, the anti-
hegemony theme in this proto-coalition of China, Japan, the United States, and
Europe is muted and ambivalent, particularly as far as military affairs are con-
cerned. But if Soviet threats to the security of these states continue to increase, it
is likely that this emergent entente will acquire a more explicit character as a
defense alliance.

The smaller states of Asia, understandably, are reluctant to be drawn into this
evolving pattern of great-power contention. Yet events are carrying them in a
direction contrary to their desires. The Vietnamese, presumed by all to be fiercely
independent, have allied themselves by formal treaty to the Soviet Union in order
to gain some protection from Chinese pressures as they pursue the goal of a Hanoi-
dominated federation of the Indochina states.!? In reaction, the countries of
ASEAN (the Association of Southeast Asian Nations)—Thailand, Malaysia, Sin-
gapore, the Philippines, and Indonesia—contemplate more active forms of security
cooperation in order to resist the pressures of an expansionist Vietnam. As with the
new pattern of great-power relationships, the evolution of ASEAN as a security
coalition will be shaped by the threat the Association faces.

Interdependence will be more than a matter of greater collaboration in security
affairs. Evolving economic relationships are reinforcing new patterns of security
cooperation—as well as straining old alliances. China’s turn to the West and Japan
has been motivated, in part, by the desire to gain access to advanced technologies,
investment capital, and new markets that will facilitate economic modernization.
Continuation of the remarkable growth of the economies of South Korea, Taiwan,
Hong Kong, and Singapore, along with the future growth of the ASEAN economies,
is highly dependent upon continuing investment from Japan, the United States,
and Western Europe, as well as on unimpeded access to their markets for local
manufactures. And the stability of the U.S.-Japanese alliance in the 1980s will be

' Henry A. Kissinger, White House Years, Little, Brown, Boston, 1979, p. 1060.
'% Ibid., pp. 468-469, and passim; also, p. 155 below.
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tested by the effectiveness with which the two countries cope with the structural
economic transformations required to end the massive trade imbalances that have
created political pressures for protectionist measures.

The vitality of East Asia will be affected, as well, by developments beyond the
region: by the stability of access to Middle Eastern energy supplies; and by the
impact of the tide of Islamic fundamentalism on those states with sizable Muslim
populations—Indonesia, the Philippines, and Malaysia.

National Interest, Not Ideology, as an Aligning Force. The 1970s has seen
the substantial erosion of ideology as an aligning force in international politics, and
this has certainly occurred in the affairs of Asia. The normalization of Sino-Ameri-
can and Sino-Japanese relations and the economic rationalization of China’s post-
Mao Zedong economic and social policies have diminished, at least for the present,
the communist-capitalist lines of cleavage in Asian political and economic relations.
In contrast, as a number of contributors to this volume observe, conflict in Asia is
now “East-East” rather than “East-West” in character, as former socialist allies
China and Vietnam, and China and the Soviet Union, contest the extension of each
other’s influence with the threat or use of arms.

National interest has replaced ideology as the orienting force of international
relationships in Asia. As Takuya Kubo notes, this can be a healthy thing as long
as a spirit of independence is tempered by a sense of responsibility for cooperative
measures designed to enhance regional security and economic progress.'* The
question for the coming decade is whether the force of nationalism will remain
benign, or whether it will fuel territorial disputes, resource rivalry, and destabiliz-
ing approaches to security—e.g., through arms races and nuclear proliferation. In
this regard, there remains latent concern in Asia about the future evolution of
Japanese defense policy in the direction of a more assertive nationalism—a pros-
pect which, as Soedjatmoko comments, could be accelerated by the present strains
in U.S.-Japanese economic relations and the diminished credibility of the American
security presence in Asia.

The Non-Military Determinants of Security. While military factors will, of
course, continue to be a major element in regional security affairs, one aspect of the
“transitional” quality of current developments in Asia is that emerging social.
political, and economic factors will produce new tensions and international align-
ments which ultimately may lead to regional conflicts.

The economic dynamism of the non-communist Sinitic societies—South Korea,
Japan, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore—has created a stabilizing prosperity.
Nonetheless, these states remain vulnerable to recession or dislocations induced by
unreliable access to energy supplies or markets in the United States and Europe.
If, as Herman Kahn suggests, the developed countries of the West are entering a
period of economic malaise, current protectionist pressures wiil only increase. And
as economic development proceeds in the multi-ethnic societies of ASEAN, resent-
ment against the more visible wealth of the entrepreneurial “Overseas Chinese”
could stimulate communal violence—particularly if Islamic fundamentalism takes
hold in Malaysia or Indonesia. Vietnam already has paid a significant economic
price for the expulsion of its skilled and commercially active Chinese minority.

Barring a major economic catastrophe, East Asia is likely to remain the world’s
most dynamic region of growth in the coming decade. And while this will inhibit

' See p. 93 below.




internal political unrest and contribute to the expansion of constructive trading
relationships, the growing scientific and industrial capacities of the states of the

> region also hold the potential for intraregional arms manufacturing and transfers,
and for nuclear proliferation. Leslie Gelb concludes that regional arms sales are not
a matter of concern at present, although failure of the United States to manage
economic and security relations with its traditional Asian allies could stimulate
disruptive trends toward such transfers and/or proliferation.

' The United States retains the capability to shape in a constructive manner
emergent economic and defense programs in Asia. Unlike the Soviet Union, which

, projects its influence in the region almost exclusively through military means, the
United States has the political and social access, and the scientific and economic
resources, to interact with the countries of Asia on a broad range of issues. ** To

E do so effectively, however, will require greater constancy of purpose in security
b affairs, such as military assistance programs, and a willingness to incur the domes-
} tic political costs associated with various structural economic readjustments. For
b example, a liberal textile import quota for China would enable the PRC to earn the
4 foreign exchange with which to purchase more American industrial goods, al-
- though such a policy would affect domestic producers and the interests of our

traditional foreign suppliers.

And finally, as Guy Pauker’s analysis emphasizes, the 1980s will be a critical
period for the states of the region in dealing with population growth and a concomi-
: tant sluggishness in agricultural production. Despite decades of effort to solve these
b problems, the Chinese were unable to sustain per capita grain consumption in 1978
‘ at anything more than a 1957 level;'® and Indonesia has become the world’s major
importer of rice as a result of production shortfalls and a population growth rate
approaching 3 percent. While the social and political effects of such problems may
not be felt in a highly disruptive form for some years, the 1980s may be the last
time certain countries can attempt to deal with population and food problems in a
manner that does not generate extensive human misery and political turmoil.

NEW SOURCES OF REGIONAL INSTABILITY AND CONFLICT

Apart from the major trends discussed above, East Asian security in the 1980s
will be shaped by a range of specific factors, some of which are regional “spillovers”
of global trends, and some of which are problems unique to Asia. The eight sources ;
of potential instability or conflict described in the following pages are the factors
most likely—in some unfolding combination—to threaten the peace and security of
East Asia in the coming decade.

.

' For example, in 1977 the United States provided a market for 25.7 percent of Asia’s exports and
furnished 14.6 percent of its imports. The Soviet Union provided only 1.2 percent of Asia's imports and j
accounted for 1.9 percent of its exports. {(International Monetary Fund, Direction of Trade, Annual :
1971-1977.)

18 “Decisions of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China on Some Questions Concern-
ing the Acceleration of Agricultural Development” (December 22, 1978), People’s Daily, October 6, 1979,
p.1.




The Sino-Soviet Conflict

The Moscow-Beijing rivalry will be the major “structural” factor shaping the
evolving pattern of regional political alignments and prospects for military conflict.
During the 1960s the Sino-Soviet feud was confined largely to political maneu-
vering within the international communist movement and to the gradual military
buildup along the Sino-Soviet frontier which culminated in the border clashes of
1969. The 1970s have seen the feud extended to involve appeals by the Soviets and
Chinese to non-communist states from Europe to Asia as the two countries maneu-
ver against each other in a bitter contest of containment and counter-containment.
The first major realignments in the non-communist world associated with this
political competition were the opening of Sino-American normalization negotia-
tions in July 1971 and the signing of the Soviet-Indian Peace and Friendship Treaty
_in the early fall of that same year—just prior to the Indo-Pakistani war of Novem-
ber.'® Subsequent years saw little progress by Moscow in its persistent efforts to
enlist support for an anti-Chinese coalition, although Beijing, once admitted to the
United Nations, made significant progress in broadening its political access to the
international community. The last two years of the 1970s, however, have seen
major developments in the pattern of political realignment around the two commu-
nist powers. In August 1978 Tokyo and Beijing signed a Peace and Friendship
Treaty that included an expression of common opposition to “hegemony.” An
agreement on the full normalization of Sino-American relations reached at the end
of 1978 contained explicit reference to the same theme. On Moscow’s side of the
strategic equation, 1978 saw Soviet-oriented coups in South Yemen and Afghani-
stan and the signing of a Soviet-Vietnamese Peace and Friendship Treaty in the
face of serious political and military tensions between Beijing and Hanoi.

These political realignments have not, to date, been accompanied by major
military actions, although reports persist of clashes along the Sino-Soviet frontier.
Moreover, both sides continue to strengthen their military posiiions. The Russians
are upgrading the weaponry deployed with more than 45 divisions that threaten
the Chinese; and Beijing sustains its counterdeployment of more than 70 divisions.
The Soviets have positioned SS-20 IRBMs in eastern Siberia in a way that threatens
not only China but also Japan and other Asian states as far south as Indonesia.
Moscow’s construction of the Baikal-Amur Mainline (BAM) Railroad is designed to
strengthen Soviet logistical capabilities in the sensitive Chinese border area, as
well as to accelerate the economic development of Siberia. And there are persistent
reports of Moscow’s intention to build a major naval facility at Korsakov on Sakha-
lin Island as well as Soviet pressures on Vietnam to establish permanent air and
raval facilities at Danang and Cam Ranh Bay.

China’s military response to the Soviet buildup is only now taking form. A
defense modernization program begun in 1975 was sidetracked during the turmoil
surrounding political attacks on Deng Xiaoping and the subsequent purging of the
“Gang of Four.” The Chinese now seem firmly embarked, however, on a broad-scale
approach to economic development and the gradual modernization of their military

'* Henry Kissinger has now revealed that in the context of the Indian attack on Pakistan (an ally
of both China and the United States), President Nixon communicated to PRC leaders his intention to
assist China if Beijing came to Pakistan’s aid, and as a result the Soviet Union—India’s ally—initiated
military action against China. The security aspect of "triangular politics” thus dates from November
1971. See Kissinger, White House Years, pp. 910-911.




L) SVPR

"

w.b.—uw-—

v vt i B e

10

establishment. This effort includes substantial purchases of advanced industrial
technology from Japan, the United States, and Europe, and interest in European
military hardware such as combat aircraft, anti-tank and air-to-air missiles, and
component systems, e.g., aircraft and marine engines. To date, however, no major
weapon system has been sold to Beijing.'”

The question for the 1980s is how far the Russians and the Chinese will proceed
in the political and military dimensions of their geopolitical maneuvering. Despite
talks initiated between Beijing and Moscow in September 1979 to reduce tensions,
the Soviets can be expected to persist in efforts to gain allies on China'’s periphery.
Iran, Afghanistan, Pakistan, and North Korea are likely to be high-priority, if
unstable, targets of opportunity. Taiwan and the ASEAN states will be less promis-
ing candidates. And it remains to be seen whether Moscow’s presently most promis-
ir.g point of access in Asia—Vietnam—will be converted into a permanent Soviet
military presence on China’s southern frontier.

Similarly, it is not clear how successful Beijing will be in constructing what
Deng Xiaoping has termed an “Eastern NATO” in its relations with Japan and the
United States, or how far the Europeans (and the Americans) will go in selling
military 2quipment and defense-related technologies to the Chinese. Such develop-
ments are most likely to occur in reaction to threatening moves on the part of the
Soviet Union. And the possibility of some limited Soviet military action against the
PRC during the coming decade—perhaps in the form of large-scale border clashes
conducted in a period of heightened Sino-Vietnamese tensions—cannot be ruled
out.

As we conclude in the final section of this analysis, the basic policy problem for
the United States and its Asian allies in the 1980s is how to conduct relations with
Moscow and Beijing in the context of their enduring enmity. A significant reduction
in Sino-Soviet tensions resulting from the current discussions would presumably
dampen down the Moscow-Beijing rivalry in Asia; and this would contribute to
regional stability. Such a development seems unlikely, however, in view of Mos-
cow’s penchant for projecting Soviet influence through military power. The Sino-
Soviet conflict is most likely to remain bounded by the two extremes of rapproche-
ment and war, with the most likely prospect being an ongoing political rivalry with
persistent military tensions.

The U.S.-Soviet Long-Term Competition

As a result of the full normalization of China’s relations with Washington and
Tokyo, it will become increasingly difficult during the coming decade to separate
the elements of global Soviet-American competition from those of regional competi-
tion in Asia. The great failure of Soviet policy during the 1960s and 1970s was to
have provoked into life a long-feared two-front strategic challenge. The coming
decade may see the realization of a Sino~Japanese-American coalition for political,
economic, and perhaps even defense cooperation. Although the United States is
now unburdened of its “two-front” security problem—at least in the form of a
Sino-Soviet alliance—American defense planners must worry about the Soviets

'" It has been reported that British leaders told PRC Premier Hua Guofeng, during his visit to London
in November 1979, that they would sell the PRC about 70 of their Harrier jump-jet fighters. No purchase
agreement has yet been signed, however. See Leonard Downie, Jr., "Britain Tells Hua It Is Willing to
Sell Harrier Jets,” Los Angeles Times, November 2, 1979, p. 27.
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redeploying some of their “Chinese” divisions to Europe as reinforcements during
a NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict. In sum, the 1980s will see the increasing “globaliza-
tion” of what thus far have been regional Asian security issues.

As one example of this trend, during the 1970s the gradual strengthening of
Soviet naval forces in the Pacific seemed designed to threaten the carrier task
forces and ballistic missile submarines of the U.S. Seventh Fleet. While these two
missions wiil remain central to the operations of the Soviet Pacific Fleet, the deploy-
ment of the new Kiev-class aircraft-carrying ASW cruiser Minsk to the Pacific
region in 1979 signifies that Moscow is gradually assembling new and substantial
power-projection capabilities. These new capabilities will not only threaten the
security of key strait passages that traditionally have been the focus of U.S. and
allied naval defense strategy, they already give Moscow some ability to intervene
in regional disputes on behalf of client states (as it has done in Vietnam).

These capabilities also mean that the Soviets are building the capacity to
threaten the security of the sea lines of communication which are so essential to
the commerce of the island nations of the region and their access to energy re-
sources. The growing Soviet military presence will further challenge the ability of
the United States to reinforce its Asian deployments in times of crisis. In the coming
decade, the United States and its allies will have to consider new approaches to
countering the growing Soviet military presence in Asia—a problem which will be
substantially compounded should Moscow establish permanent naval and air bas-
ing facilities in Vietnam.

Once Again, Indochina

The Indochina Peninsula seems fated to be an area of enduring tension if not
overt conflict, and a place in the Asian political landscape where the interests of the
great powers converge. It is uncertain how the present military conflict between
Vietnam (backed by the Soviet Union) and Kampuchea and China will be resolved,
but the outcome will have a significant impact on the security not only of the
combatants themselves but also of the ASEAN states. Continuing conflict in Indo-
china is the factor most likely to poison the Asian security environment and pro-
voke heightened Sino-Soviet tensions in the 1980s.

Hanoi failed in its attempt of late 1978 to wage a quick military campaign which
would unseat the Chinese-backed Pol Pot regime in Kampuchea and replace it with
a government friendly to Vietnam. And while Beijing’s thirty-day punitive border
war did not inflict a military defeat on the Vietnamese, it did impose on Hanoi all
the military and economic burdens of a two-front security threat and the anticipat-
ed political costs of enduring Chinese enmity. It also put the Vietnamese in a
position of near total dependence on Soviet security assistance and economic aid
for their war-ravaged economy—an international isolation that has been com-
pounded by the collapse of U.S.-Vietnamese normalization talks and international
reaction to Hanoi's expulsion of its ethnic Chinese minority and military operations
in Kampuchea.

The future evolution of this new phase of the seemingly endless conflict on the
Indochina Peninsula is not easily predicted. Vietnam will pursue a new dry-season
campaign against the remaining Pol Pot forces, and the Chinese will seek ways of
sustaining the guerrilla insurgency against Viethamese troops in Kampuchea and
Hanoi's client Heng Samrin regime. How far the insurgency will spill over into
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Thailand, already burdened with a major influx of Khmer refugees, will probably
be related to Thailand’s role as a sanctuary or source of resupply for the Pol Pot
forces. If Hanoi succeeds in destroying the insurgency and consolidating control of
Kampuchea for Heng Samrin, the Vietnamese could then wage a guerrilla cam-
paign against the Thai in retribution—although Hanoi will have to consider the
prospect of a strong reaction from the ASEAN countries and from the United
States. Moreover, the Chinese will continue to oppose the extension of Hanoi’s
influence beyond Vietnam through some combination of support for guerrilla forces
in Kampuchea, perhaps the opening of a second insurgent front in Laos, and
maintenance of a conventional military threat on Vietnam’s northern frontier.

An unlikely prospect at present is for a change in policy and/or government in
Hanoi to a regime that is both more inclined to repair relations with China and limit
dependence on the Soviet Union. Were such a development to occur, however,
Beijing would almost certainly seek to improve its presently poisonous relations
with the Vietnamese.

What can be said with some assurance is that a situation of continuing insur-
gent warfare and military tension in Indochina will be the context most favorable
for the Soviet Union to extend its military presence in Southeast Asia. The great
danger in the coming years for virtually all states with interests in Asia is that the
Sino-Vietnamese conflict will escalate to a point that precipitates a direct Sino-
Soviet military clash. The chalienge to the PRC and the United States is to attempt
to influence events in a direction that will decouple Indochina from further great-
power intervention. At present such a development would require the unlikely
circumstances of a neutralization of Kampuchea (perhaps under Prince Sihanouk’s
leadership) or a new regime in Hanoi that is inclined toward establishing a bal-
anced relationship between Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.

Korea: The Shifting Power Balance Between North and South

The enduring military confrontation between North and South Korea—a major
source of tension in East Asia for the past three decades—will likewise not disap-
pear in the 1980s. However, the coming decade will see a significant transformation
in the power balance between the two adversaries. The productivity and technical
sophistication of the South Korean economy continues to grow rapidly, in marked
contrast to the stagnating, defense-oriented system in the North. Per capita income
in South Korea surpassed that of the North in the mid-1970s, and the ROK has
developed extensive trading ties abroad. Although the military balance presently
favors the North, South Korea should be able to strengthen an effective deterrent
military force through its own weapons production capabilities and the continuing
presence of American ground forces, aircraft, and naval units. In short, a significant
shift will occur in the relative power positions of North and South Korea which,
if managed properly, could stabilize the confrontation on the Peninsula. Given the
shared interests of the ROK, the United States, China, Japan, and probably the
Soviet Union as well, in preventing another Korean War, efforts to achieve such
a stabilization are likely to elicit broad support.

There are, however, several factors which will make the coming decade a
period of some danger in Northeast Asia. The aging Kim Il-sung could come to
believe that he faces a “last chance” opportunity to use military force to reunify
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the Peninsula, or at least to disrupt the trends toward ever-increasing North Ko-
rean inferiority relative to the ROK in political, econorniic, and even military terms.
Should such a view materialize during a time of apparently irresolute or distracted
American support for the security of the ROK, political turmoil in Seoul growing
from the recent assassination of President Park Chung Hee, and perhaps encour-
agement of Pyongyang by a Soviev Union so concerned about the evolving pattern
of Sino-Japanese-American relations that it wants to stir up trouble, the presently
favorable situation could be upset by a North Kcrean military initiative. Pyong-
yang’s belief that the South was approaching the acquisition of atomic weapons
and a delivery system capable of threatening North Korea'’s existence could also
reinforce a “now or never” view of present trends.

As the Korean situation evolves in the coming decade, the “deterrence equa-
tion,” to use Richard Sneider’s term, will require careful management by all parties
concerned if the confrontation between North and South is not to become a renewed
source of conflict with serious effects on the security of the region. And while
military issues will remain central to South Korea's security, the 1980s may well
see new opportunities for a negotiated stabilization of relations between North and
South. The combination of North Korean economic weakness, political isolation,
and unfavorable military prospects could lead Kim Il-sung—or more likely his
successors—to accept the temporary reality of twc Korean societies in return for
broadened political recognition and inclusion of North Korea in the expanding
Asian economic community.

China Irredenta

Throughout the 1970s Beijing’s concerns about Soviet encirclement led Chinese
leaders to set aside certain territorial disputes in order to create conditions for a
broad united front against “hegemony.” The one exception to this pattern wius
China’s military takeover of the Paracel Islands from South Vietnamese forces in
January 1974—an initiative that did much to poison Beijing’s relations with Hanoi.
Most observers of the Sino-Soviet and Sino-Vietnamese disputes would hold that
China’s territorial claims in these conflicts reflect political maneuvering more than
a determined effort to reclaim lost lands. However, Beijing’s presently muted ter
ritorial claims on the eastern periphery of the PRC are likely, over the longer term,
to be sources of tension if not conflict between China and its neighbors.

Since the early 1970s the Chinese have asserted their claim to the Tiaoyu Tai
or Senkaku Islands north of Taiwan in the East China Sea, while at the same time
urging Japan to set aside this territorial dispute in favor of unity on other issues.
This position was reaffirmed during the negotiations for the Peace an1 Friendship
Treaty in 1978. And although Beijing has warned Japan and South Korea against
joint exploitation of undersea oil resources on the continental shelf in the Yellow
Sea, the Chinese have indicated that they are prepared to reserve their claim as
long as Tokyo and Seoul do likewise.

Although PRC leaders were unwilling to foreswear the use of force in resolving
the Taiwan issue as part of a normalization agreement with the United States, in
the interest of building a positive relationship with Washington they took an ac-
commodating position on the future of the island (as they continue to do regarding
the status of Hong Kong and Macao as well). Deng Xiaoping has asserted that it
will take decades, if not longer, to reunify (rather than “liberate”) the island with
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the mainland, and that Taiwan can maintain its social, economic, and political
systems so that its people will suffer no loss in their present status. Beijing adopts
a similar position of unyielding assertion of a territorial claim with reservation of
efforts to enforce it with respect to the Spratly Islands in the South China Sea—
territory contested by Vietnam and the Philippines, and lightly garrisoned by
troops from Taiwan.

China’s currently accommodating position on these residual territorial issues
reflects not only a desire to minimize conflicts with the United States, Japan, and
certain other neighboring states in the context of the Soviet challenge, but also its
limited military capabilities for enforcing claims. However, Beijing’s swift air and
naval takeover of the disputed Paracel Islands indicates that the Chinese will
forcefully pursue their claims when circumstances are favorable and military
means are available.

The issue for the 1980s is not whether China will rapidly acquire the military
assets to conduct complex offshore air and naval campaigns in support of these
unresolved territorial disputes, but whether actions of other parties will force
Beijing’s hand on issues the Chinese would prefer to reserve for more opportune
circumstances. A Taiwanese move to assert their independence of China, or the less
likely development of Taiwan turning to the Soviet Union for protection against
PRC pressures, could impel Beijing to take ill-prepared and costly actions to the
detriment of currently moderate and accommodating policies. Similarly, efforts by
neighboring states to exploit offshore resources in areas contested by the PRC
would very likely sour the current political atmosphere and provoke Chinese coun-
termeasures.

Territorial Disputes and Resource Rivalry

Paralleling China’s unresolved territorial claims are a range of similar disputes
which could cause serious tensions in Northeast and Southeast Asia in the coming
decade. Among these are the Soviet-Japanese conflict over the four islands of
Habomai, Shikotan, Kunashiri, and Etorofu in the Southern Kurile chain off Hok-
kaido—a dispute that continues to block the conclusion of a peace treaty between
the two countries!®—and associated conflicts over fishing rights in the Seas of
Japan and Okhotsk and the Bering Sea. The delimitation of Exclusive Economic
Zones of control over continental shelf resources remains contested by China,
Japan, and South Korea; and several islands in the Gulf of Siam persist as points
of potential conflict among Vietnam, Kampuchea, and Thailand.'® These territorial
claims will acquire heightened salience as efforts to promote undersea oil explora-
tion are expanded during the 1980s. And Indonesia’s border differences with Papua-
New Guinea could cause problems in Jakarta’s relations with Australia and the
United States.

While none of these territorial issues is likely in itself to be the cause of major
conflict, any of them could catalyze other sources of dispute (e.g., Soviet concerns
about the direction of Japanese and PRC foreign policies, or the Vietnam-Kampu-

'* The dispute over what the Japanese call the “northern territories” deepened in 1978 when the
Soviets began to garrison the islands. See Henry Scott Stokes, “Soviet Force on Isle Protested by Japan,”
New York Times, October 3, 1979.

'% These territorial disputes are discussed in detail by Guy Pauker on pp. 231-247 below.
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chea conflict). In the absence of a successful conclusion of the Law of the Sea
negotiations, resolution of associated territorial claims, and delimitation of the
boundaries of Exclusive Economic Zones, these issues will remain sources of region-
al tension and insecurity.

The Strains of Economic Growth

The remarkable economic dynamism of the non-communist states of Asia is not
only a source of growing strength and self confidence, but—as Herman Kahn as-
serts in Chapter 9—is also cause for considerable optimism in assessing the future.
At the same time, this very dynamism presents certain problems of growth, bal-
ance, and the evolution of new relationships which, if not handled properly, could
have a negative effect on regional security. Five aspects of the present econormic
situation are cause for particular attention, if not concern:*® problems of market
competition and related protectionist pressures; competition for available invest-
ment capital, technology, and skilled manpower; the securing of energy supplies,
especially petroleum, and related sea transportation routes; protection of the econo-
mies of the region aguinst the effects of global recession; and prospects for weapons
development and arms transfers—including the problem of nuclear proliferation—
which come with the growing technological sophistication and industrial productiv-
ity of the more advanced states of the region.

As economic growth proceeds, the most natural economic complementarity will
be betwen the advanced industrial states and the less-develored countries (LDCs),
between those who can supply natural resources and inexpensive labor and those
with the industrial capacity to provide advanced technologies and markets for raw
materials and consumer goods. Thus, prospects are favorable for the growth of
trade between Japan and China, the United States and China, perhaps between
Taiwan and China, and between the industrial superpowers and the ASEAN states.
Such economic complementarity will be constrained, however, by the various pro-
tectionist measures invoked by the developed countries as they seek to ease the
impact on their domestic industries of less-expensive imports from the LDCs—
textiles, clothing, electronics, and the products of newly developed light industries.
Such protectionism will inhibit structu.al readjustments in Japan, the United
States, and Western Europe that wou'!d help these advanced economies “mesh”
with those of the developing states of Asia.

We also note Soedjatmoko’s concern about the potential for disruptive radicali-
zation of the “North-South” dimension of Asian economic relations as the poorer
countries press their quest for a new international economic order that would
provide improved terms of trade for their raw material exports, greater control
over “common” offshore resources, and more favorable terms of access to develop-
ment capital and technology.?' At the present time it is not clear that events in Asia
are moving in this direction; but developments beyond the region—such as a radi-
calization of the oil-exporting states of the Middle East growing from the present
turmoil in Iran—could combine with political changes in one or a number of the
key countries of Southeast Asia to produce an atmosphere of economic confronta-
tion between the developing and the developed states.

10 See the detailed analysis of East Asian economic trendby Harald Malmgren, pp. 200-215 below.

*! See pp. 173-175 below. See also Guy J. Pauker, Military Implications of a Possible World Order
Crisis in the 1980s, The Rand Corporation, R-2003-AF, 1977, especially pp. 10-35.
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Economic tension will also be evident between the developing countries as they
contend for export markets, capital, and energy supplies. The prospect of successful
offshore oil exploitation in Asia provides some hope for regional protection against
the possible disruption of Middle East oil imports. At the same time, the previously
noted territorial conflicts raise questions about whether Asian oil can be developed
without compounding tensions hetween China and rival claimants to offshore re-
sources.

As the Korean and Taiwanese economies continue to expand, these two coun-
tries will increasingly compete with each other, and with Japan, for American
markets currently dominated by the Japanese. And as Beijing pursues its dramatic
new economic development program—which various sources estimate could absorb
several tens of billions of dollars in foreign investment by the mid-1980s—the
ASEAN states will become increasingly concerned about the ability of their new
industries to compete with cheap Chinese manufactures and their access to capital
and technology from the United States and Japan. A major challenge of the 1980s
is to develop a combination of bilateral and multilateral economic institutions, in
support of market forces, that can cope with the divisive side effects of economic
modernization that is likely to proceed apace.

Among the developed countries, the balance-of-payments problem which con-
tinues to burden Japanese-American relations reflects the difficulty of developing
complementary market structures where cultures and social systems are so differ-
ent. While trade probiems have not yet generated a protectionist reaction in the
United States strong enough to degrade relations between the two countries, it is
not clear that leaders in either Washington or Tokyo will be able to resist the
domestic political forces that seek to obstruct the adiustments in economic policy
which would resolve trade and related monetary probiems. Several authors in this
volume note concern in Asia that American political and economic pressures on
Japa.. will eventually generate a political backlash among the Japanese which
could seriously disrupt U.S.-Japanese relations and drive Japan in the direction of
closer ties with either China or the Soviet Union, or impel the country toward a
more assertive and nationalistic foreign policy. Such developments can be mini-
mized only by a continuing process of consultation on economic and other issues
between Washington and Tokyo.

Security issues deriving from the present phase of economic growth in the
region are those related to trends in weapons research and development, produc-
tion, and transfer. While Japan continues to foreswear an export-oriented arms
industry, Korea and Taiwan are establishing a capacity to produce such conven-
tional weapons as light arms, artillery and ammunition, mines, tanks, and light
naval craft in quantities that far exceed their own needs. The 1980s could see an
increase in weapons sales within the region which would stimulate local arms races.
Similarly, Taiwan, South Korea, and Japan each have the scientific talent and
industrial capacity to eventually develop advanced military systems such as mis-
siles and atomic weapons.

One of the major challenges to formulating a U.S. security policy appropriate
to Asian conditions in the coming decade is the need to sustain a sufficiently credible
American defense presence so as to prevent the growth of potentially destabilizing
trends in arms research, development, production, and transfer.

)
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' 'S Domestic Political Instabilities
As the revolution in Iran of the winter and spring of 1979 illustrates all too
clearly, rapid economic growth and defense modernization may generate social and
political turmoil that in turn can rapidly undermine regional security arrange-

ments. Apart from the long-term effects of population-growth and food-production
problems, which continue to burden several Southeast Asian states, there is the
enduring issue of rural-urban social polarization resulting from the uneven distri-
bution of wealth in the early stages of industrialization. Moreover, recently urban-
ized populations are particularly vulnerable to the disruption of trade-related eco-
nomic activity and the concomitant prospect of demagogic political appeals by
revolutionary political leaders. There is a high probability that the coming decade
will witness domestic political instability in a number of key Asian states which
could disrupt regional security arrangements. Two factors are particularly relevant
A in making this assessment: the prospect for leadership-succession crises in states
with weakly institutionalized political systems; and the possibility of ethnic or
communal tensions exacerbated by political and/or economic developments.

Only three non-communist countries in Asia—Japan, Australia, and New Zea-
land—have political systems that are clearly capable of smocthly managing leader-
ship successions. Singapore and Malaysia may also be countries in this category.
Five states seem particularly vulnerable to disruptive leadership crises in the
coming decade: South Korea, Taiwan, the Philippines, Indonesia, and—to a lesser
degree—Thailand. In each of these countries the second generation of post-World
War 11 leadership faces the task of managing the transition from highly personal.
centralized, and authoritarian rule to more participatory and institutionalized po-
litical forms. The assassination of South Korean President Park Chung Hee in
November 1979 has already precipitated this problem in the ROK. It seems unlike-
ly that the Chiang, Marcos, Suharto, or Kriangsak leaderships will escape the
difficulties of this process, with its attendant potential for domestic turmoil, outside
intervention, and disruption of the larger pattern of regional security arrange-
ments.

Ethnic or communal tensions seem particularly likely to develop in four coun-
tries: Taiwan, the Philippines, Indonesia, and Malaysia. In Taiwan. the political
mobilization of the Taiwanese majority is growing as a result of their substantial
economic power. The recent American withdrawal of diplomatic recognition from
the Nationalist government is likely to further weaken the legitimacy of the aging
“mainlander” ruling elite. While both “mainlander” and Taiwanese communities
continue to share an interest in preventing domination of the island by the commu-
nist government in Beijing, political and economic developments could impel the
Taiwanese to press for self-rule, if not independence. This process may be catalyzed
when the strong and visible leadership of Chiang Ching-kuo passes from the scene.
Political turmoil on the island, or a Taiwanese move toward independence, could
prompt some form of intervention by Beijing and lead to strained relations between
the PRC and the United States and Japan.

In Malaysia and Indonesia, enduring ethnic, economic, and political differences
between Muslim and Chinese elements of the population could be exacerbated by
some combination of growing Islamic fundamentalism, a resurgence in external
encouragement of the now-dormant communist insurgencies, and tensions result-
ing from the process of economic modernization. There is some indication that the
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Soviet Union may be stimulating such tensions through Arab collaborators in order
to disrupt what it sees as an unfavorable trend toward ASEAN solidarity and
resulting efforts to limit the Soviet presence in the region.

The communist countries of Asia will also face the prospect of domestic political
instability and leadership crises. We have already commented on the possible
impact of the anticipated demise of Kim Il-sung on Korean security. China is also
likely to go through a period of political instability in the 1980s as the Communist
Party continues to adjust to the passing of Mao Zedong. Reports persist of tensions
between Party Chairman Hua Guofeng (Hua Kuo-feng) and thrice-rehabilitated
Vice-Premier Deng Xiaoping. And while there now appears to be a leadership
consensus in support of the national security and economic development policies
that have led China to seek close relations with Japan and the West, Beijing’s
thirty-year history of leadership feuds and abrupt policy changes gives limited
confidence that current policies, which are so favorable to the United States and
its allies, will long endure. The Soviet Union, as well, will soon experience a period
of leadership change holding the potential for political instability and possible
modifications in Moscow’s policies affecting Asian security.

While it is unlikely that Soviet and Chinese leaders will suddenly repair their
enduringly bad relations, a reduction in Sino-Soviet hostility, if accompanied by
diminished geopolitical maneuvering by Moscow and Beijing against each other,
would be a positive contribution to the security of Asia. Conversely, a deterioration
in Sino-Soviet relations to the point of war, or another period of political instability
in Beijing which again turned the Chinese “inward” upon themselves, would pro-
foundly alter the present political climate in Asia.

Of all the trends that are likely to shape regional security in the 1980s, the least
amenable to American influence—and the most likely to undermine what at
present is a relatively promising situation—is the pattern of domestic political
instabilities that could emerge in the coming decade.

AMERICAN SECURITY POLICIES FOR EAST ASIA IN THE 1980s

Beyond consideration of the many factors that will influence Asian security in
the 1980s, there remains the problem of the United States—in collaboration with
its allies and friendly states—formulating an appropriate set of policies to support
their respective and collective interests in the region. Political diversity and the
varied nature of Asian problems make it unlikely that one overarching “grand
design” for Asia can be formulated. The most fundamental security issue for the
United States—how to respond to the regional spillover of the Sino-Soviet dispute
in the context of the global Soviet-American rivalry—is a problem that may have
limited relevance to the interests of regional allies. And “local” problems may rank
low on the U.S. security agenda. In order to identify the major components of an
American security policy for the region, the following discussion explores several
enduring problems which will shape America’s involvement in Asian affairs, sug-
gests certain broad conceptual approaches to a security strategy for the region, and
then specifies a set of concrete policy choices.
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Problems in Formulating a Coherent American Policy for Asia

Historians of America’s relations with Asia have observed several elements of
continuity in our approach to the region: a strong interest in commercial develop-
ment and a fascination with the potential of the China market which contrasts with
the reality of our predominant commerce with Japan; a desire to see Asian nations
strong enough to resist the designs of imperialist powers, particularly those who
would seek to deny American access to the region; special concern for China’s
security, its “territorial and administrative integrity” as it was phrased in the
“Open Door” Notes of 1899; and efforts to maintain a balance of power in the area,
at times through arms control arrangements such as the Washington Conference
on Naval Limitations of 1921-22. Of particular significance in contemporary circum-
stances, America’s involvement in Asian security affairs has been characterized by
a repetitive or cyclical pattern of periods of reluctance to commit U.S. power in
support of self-proclaimed security and commercial interests, followed by deep
military involvement—most recently in World War II, Korea, and Vietham—suc-
ceeded by another period of reticence or withdrawal.?2

Such themes have current relevance as the United States seeks to develop a
new defense posture that will reconcile the contradictory pulls of our continuing
interests in Asia with a changeable public mood at times inclined to minimize an
American security presence and at other times prepared to support forceful inter-
vention in regional affairs. It is not clear that a policy concept can be formulated
which will reconcile these conflicting impulses and changing moods, much less one
that has the simple coherence of Moscow’s vague notion of “Asian collective secu-
rity” or Beijing’s unambiguous appeal for an “anti-hegemony” coalition. America’s
global and regional security interests are highly varied; and Asia presents a chang-
ing and diverse set of defense problems and political relationships which contrast
with the U.S. experience in Europe. Moreover, certain characteristics of the Asian
environment inhibit the development of a coherent concept for American defense
planning which would go much beyond the very general notion of preserving a
regional balance of power and preventing domination of the area by one state or
a coalition of powers hostile to American interests.

Uncertain Adversaries, Unclear Lines of Confrontation. Since the disinte-
gration of the Sino-Soviet alliance, and with the more recent normalization of
U.S.-PRC relations, the sources of threat to American interests in Asia have
diffused. Whereas the sharp political-military demarcation between the NATO and
Warsaw Pact states in Europe has been blurred only slightly by détente and Ameri-
can diplomacy in Eastern Europe, the one clear line of military confrontation in
Asia toward which defense planning can be oriented is the heavily armed boundary
between North and South Korea. The main lines of conflict in the region are now
between the communist states—disputes such as the Sino-Vietnamese rivalry, in
which Americans have little incentive to become involved.

This situation is likely to change during the 1980s, however. The growing
Soviet military presence in Asia—in particular, Moscow’s strengthened naval de-
ployment—is becoming a major source of concern in Washington as well as in
friendly Asian capitals. New Soviet theater nuclear forces, air assets, and an en-

* See, for example, A. Whitney Griswold, The Far East Policy of the United States, Yale University
Press, New Haven, 1964, especially Chap. XI.
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hanced capacity to threaten the security of the sea lanes will become major issues
in American and allied defense planning. And as several contributors to this volume
note, there has already been a basic reassessment of the notion that U.S. Seventh
Fleet assets can be safely shifted from the Pacific to the Persian Gulf, the Mediter-
ranean, or the Atlantic in times of crisis. Aside from the fact that such a naval
redeployment would be vulnerable to attack in transit, its greater weakness is that
it would substantially degrade the ability of the United States to secure the sea
lanes so vital to Japan and our other Asian allies.?®

Several contributors note Moscow’s difficulty in translating military resources
into political and economic influence; and this has led some analysts to question the
seriousness of the Soviet military threat to Asia. But such a perspective is unlikely
to persist in the 1980s, largely as a result of Soviet actions. The primary source of
insecurity in the region, and the driving force behind the political realignments now
tending to repolarize Asia, is the heightened political-military rivalry between
Moscow and Beijing; and the Soviets are the more powerful and assertive element
in the contest. As a result, the Soviet Union is likely to be seen by most Asians as
the most threatening and disruptive presence in the region, despite persisting
distrust of Chinese intentions in some quarters.

Regional Political and Economic Diversity. In contrast to Europe’s post-
war political and economic unity, around which the NATO alliance was formed,
Asia is a region of considerable geographic and cultural diversity, and limited
economic and political integration. States of Northeast Asia with well-developed
economic ties and shared security interests, such as Japan and South Korea, are
constrained in the development of cooperative defense relations by the burden of
past history. Japan and China only recently have begun to explore the security
img'ications of a shared concern about the expansion of Soviet power; and both
countries are limited in the development of regional security roles by the legacy
of World War 1I (in the case of Japan) or by support for communist insurgencies
and limited military resources (in Beijing’s case).

Disparate security requirements further limit the development of integrated
defense planning for the region—particularly between the states of Northeast and
Southeast Asia. And while ASEAN gives promise of a regional approach to econom-
ic development, there is great reluctance to transform this young organization into
an instrument of defense cooperation.

For the United States this situation has meant, and will continue to require, a
largely bilateral approach to Asian security issues (with the one exception of the
ANZUS alliance). The American defense presence in the region will continue to
“bridge” states reluctant to deal with each other directly in security matters and

" will mediate the gradual projection of Japanese and Chinese power beyond their
immediate defense needs. In the absence of one clear and present threat to the
security of the region, American defense relations will be characterized by diversi-
ty of form and varied degrees of involvement.

America’s “European” Orientation

Despite the fact that the last three wars fought by the United States took place
in Asia, Americans continue to have a Europe-oriented conception of national

*1 See p. 60 (especially footnote 5), 66, 83, and 88 below.
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security. The influence of the public’s predominantly European cuitural back-
ground, sense of history, and geographic perspective is only gradually being
modified by the impact of U.S. economic ties to Asia, the increasing ease of travel
to the Pacific region, and the fact that American security planning in a world of
ICBMs and the global reach of Soviet power can no longer be limited to European
alliances. All the same, even though U.S. commerce with Asia now exceeds that
with any other part of the world, Asia has yet to acquire its proper weight in the
American national consciousness. Although U.S. trade with the region surpassed
commerce with Europe in the mid-1970s—as a result of a dramatic increase in
imports, as is illustrated in Figs. 1 and 2—the ratio of capital investment in Europe
to capital investment in Asia is more than 5 to 1 (as shown in Fig. 3), presumably
because of the relative ease of doing business in an area that is culturally familiar
and more readily accessible, and where political and economic stability contribute
to a favorable investment climate.

To these factors must be added the weight of the Vietnam experience. The
American public continues to lack confidence that it can understand, much less cope
effectively with, a culturally distant region of the world. Current frustrations in
dealing with the turmoil in Iran reinforce the public’s inclination to avoid being
pulled once again into seemingly endless conflicts in unstable Asian countries that
do not appear to have direct relevance for America’s security. All the same, the
effects of the Vietnam trauma seem finally to be dissipating. The public calls ever
more clearly for demonstrations of American strength and leadership abroad. Con-
gressional leaders express renewed willingness to pursue important national objec-
tives in Asia, as is most evident in recent Senate opposition to the withdrawal of
U.S. ground forces from Korea—despite the impact of “Koreagate” and some public
support for the withdrawal.

In addition to the influence of public opinion, there is some uncertainty in the
minds of American government officials and defense planners about the exact role
our Asian relations should play in a global security strategy: Given the Sino-Soviet
dispute, is there a new linkage between European defense and the now positive
relations between Beijing, Tokyo, and Washington? Will the extension of Soviet,
Japanese, and Chinese military power into the region contribute to stability in
Asia, or to a new phase of arms competition and political rivalry? And will the
growing industrial power and weapons-production capability of such states as
South Korea and Taiwan help to stabilize the confrontations that have been major
points of regional instability over the past three decades, or will they be new
sources of instability?

In sum, it is unlikely that under present circumstances a “grand concept” can
be formulated that would readily shape American security planning for the region
or that would be accepted by enough Asian states to. constitute an effectively
integrated effort. Nonetheless, several general orientations toward U.S. involve-
ment in Asian security affairs can be identified which will influence specific policy
choices and give some measure of coherence to otherwise disparate actions and
apparently uncoordinated relationships.

Three Approaches to an Asian Security Strategy

One remarkable quality of this period of transition is that the United States has
real choices in structuring its future role in regional security affairs. Certain alter-
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Fig. 1—U.S. exports of merchandise to Europe and Asia, 1950-1977
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natives are constrained by public resistance to involvement in distant sources of
conflict, but others are reinforced by a concern among government officials that
American interests will not permit another period of withdrawal from regional
defense responsibilities. The primary sources of choice are changes occurring in the
region itself: the heightened capability of various states (especially Japan and
Korea) to assume greater security responsibilities; and the interest of others,
primarily China, in encouraging a more active American role in global security
affairs.

One thoughtful analysis suggests that the United States has three basic choices
of strategy in its approach to Asia.?* The first is a “minimalist” or “limited involve-
ment” pattern in which the United States would restrict its direct security presence
to the key alliance with Japan and limit its naval deployments to mid-Pacific island
bases from which it can secure the strategic submarine fleet. In effect, this approach
would “uncover” America’s commercial, cultural, and political involvement in Asia
on the assumptions that the security of allies such as Korea and the Philippines is
not in serious jeopardy, that there is no real threat to the security of the sea lanes,
and that American influence in the region can be limited to economic, political, and
cultural activities.

The second choice is to join forces with the Chinese in an active “united front”
designed to limit the extension of Soviet influence into Asia and counterweight
Moscow’s growing military capabilities for strategic and regional action through
concerted efforts by the PRC, the United States, Japan, and the NATO states.

The third alternative is to limit America’s formal security commitments to its
traditional Asian allies but maintain an active “forward” military presence in the
region, applying U.S. defense resources in a flexible and responsive way that pre-
serves an equilibrium of power without being provocative to Moscow or seeking to
deny Soviet access to the region for non-disruptive purposes of commerce and
cultural relations.

While the “limited involvement” strategy reflects a now-changing public mood
and the policy positions of a few in official positions, it is largely a straw man against
which to test alternatives. It is an unsupportable view, given American interests
in Asia; and it is unworkable, given the likely evolution of regional trends in the
absence of a mediating American security presence. A viable security strategy is
likely to combine elements of coalition activity among the major powers of the
region with the flexible application of U.S. defense assets in response to challenges
to regional stability. The full significance of these choices, however, can be grasped
only by considering in detail the practical policy alternatives we will face in the
1980s.

Ten Policy Choices for an American Security Strategy in Asia

1. Develop Security Ties with China? The great strategic dilemma for the
United States is how to proceed in developing relations with the PRC now that
political normalization has been achieved. From the perspective of America’s secu-
rity interests, the fact that we do not have a political and military confrontation

24 See Robert A. Scalapino, “Approaches to Peace and Security in Asia: The Uncertainty Surrounding
American Strategic Principles,” Current Scene, U.S. Consulate-General, Hong Kong. Vol. XVI, Nos. 8
and 9, Augusi-3eptember 1978.
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with the Chinese—as we had for three decades—gives the United States consider-
able strategic flexibility. We no longer face a two-front security challenge from the
combination of Soviet and Chinese power. Consolidating and strengthening cooper-
ative U.S.-PRC relations in political and economic areas, along with social and
cultural exchanges, will have a positive effect on America’s global position and on
the Asian environment irrespective of whether the United States and China devel-
op an active program of security cooperation.

Proceeding beyond the present U.S.-PRC relationship into areas of defense
collaboration, however, presents issues of considerable complexity. Will a China
that is strengthening its military forces with help from the United States and its
allies also maintain an active role in constraining the expansion of Soviet power,
or will PRC leaders seek to reduce Soviet pressures on them through some negotiat-
ed accommodation with Moscow? Will Soviet leaders, fearing the formation of a
U.S.-PRC-Japanese-Western European coalition against them